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Campbell: Prof. Doyle: Ms. Cave. 


The meeting was called to order at 10:15 A.M. Prof. Bordan announced that 
the first part of the meeting would be a "Closed Session" with only Senators 
in attendance. In response to a question concerning the quorum, Prof. 
Bordan pointed out that common practice has established that the quorum 
consists of 50 % plus one of the voting members of Senate. 


OPEN SESSION 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 
JANUARY 24, 1975 BE ACCEPTED. 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. WALL, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF FEBRUARY 21, 1975, 
BE ACCEPTED. 


Under item number 75-2-12, it was asked that it be recorded that two votes 
were taken on the amendment, the first vote being nullified by the fact that a 
Senator had inadvertently voted twice. 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 


Prof. Bordan advised that the Rector was not able to attend the meeting 
because of a conflict with a pre-scheduled meeting of the Conseil des 
Universités. He welcomed Prof. S. K. Misra to the Senate as a 
representative from the Faculty of Science, replacing Prof. J. Dick. 75-3-6 - 
Under the "Question Period", Ken Adams advised that the dates for the 
Spring Convocation, 1975, were as follows: 


75-3-7 - 
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Faculty of Commerce & Administration June 7, 1975 


Loyola Faculty of Arts & Science June 8, 1975 
Faculty of Fine Arts June 11, 1975 
S.G.W. Faculty of Science June 12, 1975 
Faculty of Engineering June 14, 1975 
S.G.W. Faculty of Arts June 15, 1975 


It was stated that formal notification would be sent out which would include 
the dates for the special meetings of Councils concerning approval of the 
graduation lists. 


In response to a question concerning the absence of class lists for the 
second term, it was suggested that this question be taken up with the 
Registrar outside the Senate meeting. 


Prof. Bordan advised that the 1975/76 Budget has not yet been prepared, 
that there is no indication as to when it will be prepared, and that the 
budgetary process with the Government has just begun and that this year it 
is running three months late. It was requested that the interest expressed by 
a number of Senators to receive a copy of the preliminary budget be 
recorded. 


It was announced that there has been an increase in the N.R.C. Grants to 
the Institution, representing in many cases, increases in individual grants, 
and also an increased number of grants to some departments on both 
campuses. 


Senators were advised that the most convenient time for lunch in so far as 
the management of the Cafeteria was concerned, was 12:20. 


It was noted that Assistant Dean Mann was sitting in for Dean Berczi. as a 
non-voting member. 


It was suggested that the Chairmen of the various Senate Committees or a 
Committee representative, be present at the beginning of Senate meetings, to 
respond to comments or questions from Senators under the "Question 
Period". 


Prof. Bordan reported that there was a lengthy discussion in the Steering 
Committee on the question of By-Laws, following which the Steering 
Committee agreed to recommend that there not be a set of By-Laws for 
Senate. 


It was explained that the feeling of the Steering Committee was that while 
By-Laws can be very useful and helpful, they can also be very binding and 
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it would take from the Senate the flexibility which it has had up to this 
point, and that By-Laws could be used in such a way as to hinder the ability 
of Senate to conduct its business. 


It was explained that the Steering Committee reviewed the history of the 
operations of the two predecessor bodies, the Loyola Senate having a 
formal set of By-Laws and the $.G.W. University Council which operated 
without By-Laws. The S.G.W. University Council established a set of 
precedents that were followed such as quorum, for example, by common 
law became and remained 50 % plus one, and there were regulations, 
specific items, which were passed from time to time as to how University 
Council should conduct its business. These are recorded in the University 
Council minutes. It was suggested at the Steering Committee meeting that in 
lieu of By-Laws, that at the beginning of each academic year Senators 
receive an up-dated version of all of the relevant documentation in loose leaf 
form, consisting of such things as the constitution and powers of Senate as 
passed by the Board of Governors, listings of Committees, the official 
Board of Governors promulgated documents, and the Secretary of Senate 
would be requested to extract from the minutes, regulatory items which 
have been passed from time to time by Senate that have a bearing on the 
way Senate conducts its business. This practice was being proposed by the 
Steering Committee as an alternative to a formal set of By-Laws. 


During the discussion it was argued that there should be By-Laws covering 
absenteeism by reason of death, or by a member leaving the country. Also, 
there should be By-Laws covering voting procedures. 


It was also argued that Senate has operated quite successfully over the past 
two years, without a formal set of By-Laws. A concern was also expressed 
to block the pressed that any set Of could in fact be used L business of 
Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BREEN, THAT A SENATE "HANDBOOK" BE MADE AVAILABLE 
WITH ALL DUE HASTE AND THAT THOSE RULINGS WHICH 
SENATORS FEEL NECESSARY BE PRESENTED AS ADDITIONS OR 
AMENDMENTS TO THAT "HANDBOOK". 


It was explained that the understanding of the motion was that the 
recommendation from the Steering Committee on the compilation and 
annual updating of the formal documents which exist, plus regulations that 
are passed during a particular year, be accepted and that anyone at that point 
can put additional regulations on the floor of Senate that are felt to be 
particularly pressing and important. 


-MOTION CARRIED- 


Concerning the CLESEC Report on Admission Profiles, Prof. Whitelaw 
explained that document number US-74-10-DI3 was the original document 
which was submitted by the Engineering Faculty Council which expressed 
concern about the direction being taken by the proposed version. Document 


number US-75-1-D9 is the document which Prof. Whitelaw put together at 
the request of Senate in order to clarify the situation relating to Science and 
Engineering. Document number US-75-3-DIl was prepared by Prof. 
Whitelaw for guidance of Senators in the debate which was distributed 
about a week ago. As background information, Prof. Whitelaw explained 
that CLESEC is a Committee of the Ministry of Education, but made up 
largely of people who do not belong to the Ministry. The composition, apart 
from four civil servants, is divided between representatives from the 
university system, and representatives from the collegial system. The 
purpose of the report is to try to update the pre-requisites for entry into 
University which have not officially been updated since 1968, but which 
have been modified unilaterally by institutions to such an extent that there is 
a jungle which students find quite impossible to sort out. Prof. Whitelaw 
explained that there were two main parts to document US-75-3-D11; the 
first part deals with the "General Principles" and the second part consists of 
the specific pre-requisites for specific programmes. 


In response to a question concerning the regulatory powers of the Ministry 
over admission to university, Prof. Whitelaw explained that the universities 
agreed some time ago that the path of entry into university for Quebec 
students would be through a collegial programme, and that in so far as 
pre-requisites are concerned he did not think that there was a legal 
enforcement here, except that there is an agreement to go along with 
whatever pre-requisites are established. He pointed out that under Number 1 
of the General Principles (Doc. US-75-3-D11) the word "college" should 
read "collegial", and that under Number 2, the third line should read "taking 
into account" instead of "given the particular”. 


Prof. Whitelaw suggested that in our response we should make it very clear 
from the beginning that we are talking about students coming in from the 
Quebec Collegial system only. He mentioned that the matter of mature 
students would be taken up by CLESEC, although this was being 
challenged at the moment on the grounds that the mandate is not clear on 
that point. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY MR. 
DUFFY, THAT THE RESPONSE TO THE FIRST POSTULATE BE: 


"THIS UNIVERSITY RECOGNIZES THAT FOR QUEBEC 
STUDENTS THE NORMAL REQUIREMENT WILL BE 
COMPLETION OF A D.E.C. THE UNIVERSITY, HOWEVER, 
RECOGNIZES THAT THE TWO-YEAR PROGRAMME IN THE 
CEGEP INEVITABLY LACKS THE FLEXIBILITY IN TIME TO 
ENSURE THAT STUDENTS WILL COMPLETE ALL THEIR 
COURSES IN THAT PERIOD. THE UNIVERSITY IS OF THE 
OPINION THAT STUDENTS HAVING A SMALL NUMBER OF 
DEFICIENCIES SHOULD BE ADMITTED, ON AN 
INDIVIDUAL BASIS, TO UNDERGRADUATE STUDIES ON 
THE UNDERSTANDING THAT THEY WILL COMPLETE THE 
MISSING COURSES IN ADDITION TO THOSE REQUIRED 
FOR THEIR DEGREE." 
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In reply to a suggestion that the institution attempt to ensure that students, 
who might be admitted to the University with a small number of 
deficiencies, do in fact complete the D.E.C., it was stated that we could 
include this in the response; however, it might turn out to be a contentious 
point. It was felt that this was a University responsibility in so far as 
Concordia students were concerned, and which we would want to arrange 
ourselves. It may not be advisable to give either CLESEC or the Ministry a 
feeling that they are responsible for doing this. It was agreed that the 
suggestion be recorded in the minutes. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VERSCHINGEL, THAT THE QUESTION BE PUT. 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 


-THE VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE RESPONSE TO THE FIRST 
POSTULATE AND WAS CARRIED.-. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY DEAN FRENCH, 
THAT THE MEETING BE RECESSED FOR LUNCH. 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 
THE MEETING RESUMED AT 1:35 P.M. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VERSCHINGEL, THAT THE RESPONSE FOR THE SECOND 
POSTULATE BE: 


"THE UNIVERSITY ACCEPTS THIS POSTULATE, WITH THE 
UNDERSTANDING THAT PLACES CANNOT BE 
GUARANTEED IN ALL PROGRAMMES, AND THAT 
COORDINATING MECHANISMS WILL EXIST TO ENSURE 
THAT THE D.E.C. REPRESENTS AN APPROPRIATE LEVEL 
FOR UNIVERSITY ENTRANCE." 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that it was necessary to make it clear that we 
cannot guarantee places in all programmes and also that we must preserve 
some right to open up the question should the CEGEP preparation turn out 
to be insufficient for the future. He explained also that the pre-requisite 
courses were determined by CLESEC in the sense that CLESEC is a 
co-ordinating body which receives the approval of all concerned to require 
these particular courses. Further, what we are establishing was the right for 
universities to require specific courses for given programmes and these 
requirements to be co-ordinated by CLESEC. 


-THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED-. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
McEVENUE, THAT THE RESPONSE FOR THE THIRD POSTULATE 
BE: 


"THE UNIVERSITY UNDERSTANDS THE PURPOSE OF THIS 
POSTULATE AS BEING A MEANS OF ENSURING: a) THAT 
THE INDIVIDUAL UNIVERSITIES WILL NOT 
UNILATERALLY INCREASE REQUIREMENTS, AND b) THE 
INDIVIDUAL UNIVERSITIES WILL NOT UNILATERALLY 
REDUCE THE REQUIREMENTS. THE UNIVERSITY CAN 
ACCEPT THE PRINCIPLE OF AVOIDING UNILATERAL 
DIVERGENCE FROM THE NORM, PROVIDED THAT IT IS 
CLEARLY ESTABLISHED THAT: a) PERIODIC REVISION OF 
REQUIREMENTS WILL BE CARRIED OUT BY CLESEC, 
INVOLVING THE APPROPRIATE UNIVERSITY 
REPRESENTATIVES, AND b) THAT IN EXCEPTIONAL 
CASES, STUDENTS WITH A GOOD RECORD COULD BE 
EXCUSED FROM A PRE-REQUISITE COURSE, PROVIDED 
THAT THEY HAVE SATISFIED ALL THE OTHER 
REQUIREMENTS." 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the purpose of this was to make it clear that 
we were interpreting this as referring to university regulations rather than 
individual case situations and secondly, that we would not want to lock 
ourselves into something forever. 


It was agreed that the last sentence be changed to read: 


"THAT STUDENTS COULD BE EXCUSED FROM A 
PRE-REQUISITE COURSE, PROVIDED THAT THEY HAVE 
SATISFIED ALL THE OTHER REQUIREMENTS." 


Concern was expressed over the matter of forcing the student virtually into a 
career decision at the CEGEP level. It was argued that while in some 
respects this might be desirable, in other respects it was highly undesirable. 
It was suggested and agreed that "A PRE-REQUISITE COURSE" be 
changed to "SOME PRE-REQUISITE COURSES". 


-THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AS CHANGED AND WAS 
CARRIED.-. 


Concerning Part 11 of the CLESEC Report, (Doc. US-75-3-DID), Prof. 
Whitelaw explained that this contained the various sets of pre-requisites. 


It was agreed that Senate deal with these pre-requisites in blocks beginning 
with number 2 - "Social Science and Commerce". 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT SET NUMBER 2 (PAGE 5, DOC. US-75-3-D11) 
BE ACCEPTED. 


75-3-13 - 
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-MOTION CARRIED-. 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that under set number 3 - "Fine Arts, Language 
and Literature" there is a problem in that not all languages are taught in all 
CEGEPs; that a similar problem exists with Visual Arts, and that our reply 
might suggest where these pre-requisites do not exist in a CEGEP 
programme we should make it possible for students to take them at 
University; that the Faculties of Music insisted on the profile noted on page 
6 of the document and they reluctantly agreed to accept 6 semester courses 
in Music, (unspecified), for those students who did not want to take the 
twelve courses. He suggested that the caveat mentioned under Languages 
and Fine Arts, should likewise apply here. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
McEVENUE, THAT THE FINE ARTS, LANGUAGE AND 
LITERATURE PRE-REQUISITES BE APPROVED SUBJECT TO A 
PROVISION THAT IN THE CASE OF VISUAL ARTS AND MUSIC, 
THE PRINCIPLE OF LANGUAGE COURSES BE APPLIED. 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 


It was pointed out that the Mathematics pre-requisites in the Commerce 
profile are higher than those for Pure and Applied Sciences, including 
Mathematics, and it was suggested that CLESEC be asked to note this fact. 


Concerning set number | - "Health, Pure and Applied Sciences", Prof. 
Whitelaw explained that, given the attempt to try and avoid too many 
different profiles and therefore the possibility of students having to go back 
and take courses if they change their minds, the mandate of CLESEC to the 
Science group was to come up with a single profile with as small a number 
of courses as possible. He pointed out that compared with the existing 
profile, this has one Mathematics course less, one Chemistry. course more, 
one Physics course less and the same Biology course in the sense that this 
was one of two courses, which is to be modified to cover what both courses 
did, and which will be more suitable for entry into University Biology 
programmes. 


He also pointed out that from the Engineering point of view this is not 
sufficient and the result of accepting this profile for Engineering students 
would be to make the Engineering programme a four year programme after 
CEGEP. He noted also, that the Physics programme in the CEGEPs as it 
stands at the moment, is composed of three basic courses, two of which are 
nineteenth century physics, which give the student no feeling at all for 
modern Physics and the feeling is that it is not doing a student service to 
bring him into the University unless he has had better or more Physics. 


It was pointed out that the Science Faculty would prefer to have a third 
Physics course rather than a third Chemistry course, in that the Chemistry 
302 is designed mainly to satisfy the Medical Faculty. However, it would 
not be acceptable to drop two of the Chemistry courses because the 
Chemistry and Bio-Chemistry programmes would be seriously hampered. 


A suggested compromise would be the substitution of Physics 301 and the 
elimination of Chemistry 302. 


Concern was also expressed over the "nineteenth century" descriptive 
reference to two Physics courses. 


Prof. Whitelaw suggested the following response to CLESEC: 


The University accepts the revised pre-requisites for all programmes except 
Science and Engineering. In the case of Science, Physics departments 
would like the third Physics course to be maintained (mainly on the grounds 
that the two existing courses, as currently given, are so traditional that they 
give the student no concept of Modern Physics) but other departments will 
accept the revised pre-requisite structure. 


In the case of Engineering, the problem is much more serious. The standard 
amount of study to the first degree in Engineering on the North American 
continent is sixteen years - four years university after twelve years of 
school. If the proposed pre-requisites are accepted, this will almost 
inevitably mean that in Quebec seventeen years will be required. While the 
English-language universities will be the most severely hit, French-language 
universities are also liable to lose some of their best students who will go to 
study elsewhere and save a year. Further, it is surely not in the students' 
interest to spend time in CEGEP on subjects which are not of clear utility to 
them. 


The University therefore proposes that the whole matter of the Health, Pure 
and Applied Science pre-requisites be re-opened. While thoroughly 
sympathetic to the idea of having a small a number of different "profils" as 
possible, in order to save students from wasting time making up courses 
should they change their orientation, it seems that this time idealism has 
gone too far. One possibility is to have separate "profils" for the three 
groups, but with as small a difference as possible. Another possibility 
would be a division between Health and Biological Sciences on the one 
hand, and Physical Sciences on the other, which would include 
Engineering. A further possibility would be to add to the undergraduate 
programme a certain number of courses from which the student would be 
exempted if he had taken them in CEGEP. This latter suggestion has, of 
course, the unfortunate aspect of appearing to grant university credit for 
courses taken as part of a general programme in CEGEP. 


We are not convinced that the work of the Science Committee of CLESEC 
was catried out as effectively as might have been. In particular, some votes 
seem to have been very close, and not representing a majority of the 
Committee, although they may have represented a majority of those present 
at a particular meeting. We therefore feel that this Committee should 
re-convened, with a clear understanding of the problems which they have to 
face, including the possibility of rejecting common "profil" if necessary." 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ENESCO, THAT THE ABOVE, WITH THE SUGGESTED 
EMENDATIONS, BE ADOPTED. 


It was suggested that something be included in the document that would 
draw attention to the fact that Geology tends to be frozen out in the Science 
profile. 


THE QUESTION WAS CALLED. 
-THE VOTE TO PUT THE QUESTION WAS CARRIED.-. 
-THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED-. 


It was asked that it be recorded in the minutes that interested Faculty 
Councils be invited to submit particular recommendations within the 
appropriate time limit. 


It was agreed that it be left to Prof. Whitelaw, Prof. McEvenue, and the 
Deans concerned to formulate an appropriate response to CLESEC. 


It was also agreed that the "Other Recommendations" on page 6, (Doc. 
US-75-3-DII), be incorporated into the final document. 


It was strongly urged that appropriate mechanisms be set up to advise 
students and student advisors of the contents of the report. 


Concerning the modifications to Senate related to the establishment of the 
University Faculty of Fine Arts (Doc. US-75-3-D2), Prof. Bordan 
explained that the Intertm Council of the Faculty of Fine Arts was 
established by Senate at its last meeting and has subsequently been 
approved by the Board of Governors. He pointed out that a summary sheet 
has been prepared which compares the existing Senate structure to the 
proposed structure. He advised that there are two non-voting positions in 
Senate which are being dropped. which have not been noted on the 
summary sheet. These are the Assistant Vice-Principal, Academic, S.G.W. 
University, and the Director of the Evening Division, Loyola College. He 
explained that the above titles no longer exist. 


Essentially, what was being proposed was the addition of one 
administrative officer, the Dean of the Faculty of Fine Arts; one faculty 
member; and one student. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VERSCHINGEL, THAT THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO THE 
SENATE RELATED TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE 
UNIVERSITY FACULTY OF FINE ARTS (Doc. US-75-3-D2) BE 
ADOPTED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT ITEM (0), (Doc. US-75-3-D2), BE AMENDED 


TO READ: "EIGHT (8) PROFESSORS FROM THE SIR GEORGE 
WILLIAMS FACULTY OF ARTS". 


It was explained that the Faculty of Fine Arts is a molding of six faculty 
members from the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science and thirty-five faculty 
members from the S.G.W. Faculty of Arts, representing 15% of the 
number of full-time faculty members in the Arts Faculty. This in turn 
represents, out of the eight Senators from the S.G.W. Faculty of Arts, 1.2 
faculty members. In effect, the document US-75-3-D2 recommends a 
transfer of one faculty member from the $.G.W. Faculty of Arts to the 
University Faculty of Fine Arts as a representative on Senate. 


It was argued that for years the Faculty of Arts has been under-represented 
in the S.G.W. University Council and now in the Concordia University 
Senate. The given rationale being that there was not strict proportionate 
representation on these bodies. It was suggested that the entire Senate be 
re-constituted on a strictly proportional basis. It was stated that if 
proportional representation were to be based on the number of students in a 
given Faculty, the University Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
would have a stronger case than the Faculty of Arts for greater 
representation on Senate. 


Concerning student representation on Senate it was pointed out that there 
was nothing in the document US-75-3-D2 to guarantee that the 1/3 of the 
Loyola student population registered in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration be represented on Senate. 


It was argued that reducing the S.G.W. Faculty of Arts representation on 
Senate will establish a precedent which in future will undoubtedly effect the 
representation from other Faculties on Senate. 


In response to a question concerning the percentage of votes required to 
change the composition of Senate, it was stated that at the moment, the 
motion did not require a two-thirds majority vote for approval and would 
not unless the Senate voted that such a majority vote be required. 


-THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED-. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. DUFFY, SECONDED BY MR. SHER, THAT 
SECTION (r) (Doc. US-75-3-D2) BE AMENDED TO READ: "TWO (2) 
UNDERGRADUATE DAY STUDENTS FROM THE UNIVERSITY 
FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, ONE FROM 
EACH CAMPUS." 


It was argued that a similar representation might apply to the Concordia 
Faculties of Fine Arts and Engineering. 


It was also argued that the student population in the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration on the Loyola Campus was sufficiently large to warrant 
a voice on Senate. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW. SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE AMENDMENT BE TABLED AND REFERRED 
TO THE STEERING COMMITTEE OF SENATE TO CONSIDER SOME 
POSSIBLE REDISTRIBUTION OF THE STUDENT 
REPRESENTATION ON SENATE, AND TO REPORT TO SENATE AT 
THE NEXT MEETING. 


It was pointed out the Steering Committee has in fact considered the 
question of re-composition of the membership of Senate. 


-THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED.-. 


-A RULING FROM THE CHAIR THAT A TWO-THIRDS MAJORITY 
VOTE WAS NOT REQUIRED WAS CHALLENGED.-. 


-AS A RESULT OF THE VOTE THE RULING WAS UPHELD.-. 
-THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED.-. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MOULEDOUX, THAT THERE BE TWO 
UNDERGRADUATE DAY STUDENTS FROM THE UNIVERSITY 
FACULTY OF ENGINEERING, ONE FROM EACH CAMPUS. 


-THE MOTION WAS NOT SECONDED.-. 


-THE ORIGINAL MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND 
WAS CARRIED-. 


Concerning modifications to the Board of Graduate Studies (Doc. 
US-75-3-D3) Prof. Bordan explained the composition of the Board of 
Graduate Studies as established in the merger documents. He explained that 
the Dean of Graduate Studies has for some time been expressing the desire 
to have the size of the Board of Graduate Studies increased. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE MODIFICATIONS TO THE BOARD OF 
GRADUATE STUDIES RELATED TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE 
UNIVERSITY FACULTY OF FINE ARTS (Doc. US-75-3-D3) BE 
APPROVED BY SENATE AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS. 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 


Prof. Whitelaw , in presenting the report concerning the Certificate in 
Scientific Measurement (Doc. US-75-3-DI3) explained that document 
US-75-3-DI2 was the recommendation from U.C.C.C. which document 
also attempts to explain the history of this programme. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MISRA, THAT THE PHYSICS OPTION OF THE "CERTIFICATE IN 
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SCIENTIFIC MEASUREMENT" (Doc. US-75-3-D13) BE APPROVED 
AND THAT THE CHEMISTRY AND BIOLOGY OPTIONS BE 
CONSIDERED AT THE TIME WHEN THE 1976-77 CURRICULUM 
CHANGES ARE STUDIED. 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 


Concerning the report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Undergraduate 
Academic Regulations (Doc. US-75-3-DI4) Ken Adams advised that he was 
presenting the report on behalf of the Committee at the request of Prof. E. 
Preston, Chairman of the Committee, who was also present at the meeting 
He explained that the principal mandate of the Committee was to 
"recommend to Senate an appropriate set of undergraduate academic 
regulations for Concordia University, inspired by the existing approaches of 
the two campuses", and that the main thrust of the recommendations was to 
try to accommodate the systems in operation on both campuses. 


He pointed out that under Example # 2 in Appendix 111, the total points 
should be 18 instead of 10, and that a revised Appendix 11, expressing the 
examples in the grading system which the Committee was recommending, 
was now being distributed to the Senators. He explained that the report was 
divided into two parts: Part 1 dealing with recommendations on a grading 
system, and Part 11 concerning proposals on academic achievement. He 
also pointed out that while it was expected that the report would be tabled 
and referred to the Faculty Councils, it was the desire of the Committee to 
get some feeling from Senate for the approach that was being taken by the 
Committee. 


Prof. Preston explained that when the Committee began to work on a 
grading system, it found that the grading systems between Loyola and Sir 
George Williams were very different; the basic difference being that at 
Loyola a numerical system with alphabetical equivalents is used, while at 
Sir George Williams an alphabetical system without numerical equivalents is 
used. 


In response to a question concerning the application of the Engineering 
failure- regulations, Ken Adams pointed out that the recommendation that 
the grade point average not be used for purposes of promotion and transfers 
within the Concordia system was put in basically for those Faculties who 
have not used such a system and he urged any Faculty thinking of adopting 
the grade point average system to consider this question very carefully. The 
feeling was expressed that the system being proposed could in fact be 
numerically adapted to the existing Engineering failure regulations. It was 
argued that Appendix Ill, which might unfortunately be misinterpreted by 
members of Senate as representing the Engineering Faculty's present 
procedures, was a gross distortion of this. Serious concern was expressed 
over the very narrow numerical range for the "D" category as opposed to the 
wide ranges in the M", "B" and "C" categories, and it was argued 'that the 
conversion table as presented in the report would lead to an inflation of 
grades. It was also argued that the adoption of a system based on a 50 point 


75-3-19 - 


75-3-20 - 


75-3-21 - 


spread as opposed to one based on a 40 point spread would create 
problems. 


-A STRAW VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE USE OF A CONVERSION 
TABLE AND THE VOTE WAS CARRIED-. 


-A STRAW VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE CATEGORIES AS 
PRESENTED IN THE CONVERSION TABLE WHICH ENDED IN A 
TIE VOTE-. 


The Committee was urged to include a number from the Faculty of 
Engineering during its deliberations on failure regulations and also to 
consider developing an alternate model of a conversion table based on a 40 
point spread. 


It was agreed that the report be referred to Faculty Councils for 
consideration with the understanding that they move as quickly as possible 
in an informal way to advise the Committee prior to the Committee's report 
to Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. McEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT FOR THIS YEAR'S CONVOCATIONS, 
ACHIEVEMENT AWARDS BE ASSESSED ACCORDING TO THE 
TRADITIONAL PROCEDURES ON EACH CAMPUS AND THAT THE 
TRADITIONAL DESIGNATIONS (BOTH IN ENGLISH AND IN 
LATIN) BE RETAINED AND INSERTED INTO THE CONCORDIA 
DEGREE ON THE SEAL (PART 11, b) - Doc. US-75-3-DI4). 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY MR. DUFFY, 
THAT THE JURIES FOR THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS MEDALS 
FOR CREATIVE WORK IN THE ARTS, (S.G.W.) BE APPROVED. 
(Doc. US-75-3-D6). 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 

The Steering Committee was requested to consider the Honours Task Force 
Report (Doc. US-74-9-D5) as a priority item for the next Senate meeting 
and also that consideration be given to the possibility of having an all day 
meeting of Senate on April 25, 1975. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. DUFFY, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS 
THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED. 


-MOTION CARRIED-. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


